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It*s  High  Time  to  Clean  Up  Campaign  Funding 


Politicians,  pundits,  and  the  public  all  agree:  this 
country  needs  campaign  finance  reform.  What  that 
means  in  terms  of  specific  legislation,  however, 
varies  widely  according  to  political  philosophy, 
geography,  and  incumbent/challenger  status. 

FCNL  has  long  advocated  significant  reforms  in  the 
way  congressional  campaigns  are  financed,  in  order 
to  reclaim  public  ownership  of  the  election  process 
and  reduce  the  influence  of  private  money  on  the 
legislative  process.  Four  elements,  in  our  view,  are 
indispensable  for  genuine  reform.  They  are: 

•  Voluntary  spending  limits.  The  costs  of 

campaigning  must  be  kept  down,  both  to  reduce 
candidates’  dependence  on  the  largesse  of  big 
contributors  and  to  allow  challengers  a  fairer 
chance  to  compete  against  incumbents.  Consti¬ 
tutional  protection  of  free  speech  requires  that 
such  limits  must  be  voluntary,  not  mandatory. 

•  Alternative  resources  (public  financing). 

Partial  public  funding  can  offer  an  incentive  to 
comply  with  voluntary  spending  limits,  and 
remove  the  taint  of  political  obligations  implied 
by  large  private  contributions.  Public  resources 
can  be  provided  in  the  form  of  vouchers  for  TV 
and  radio  time,  newspaper  ads,  mailings,  and 
other  communications  with  voters — instead  of 
cash  that  is  harder  to  track.  Public  funding 
need  not  add  to  the  deficit,  because  it  can  be 
paid  for  by  eliminating  the  tax  deduction  that 
is  currently  allowed  for  lobbying  expenses. 


•  Stringent  limits  on  PACs.  The  influence  of 

special-interest  money  exerted  through  political 
action  committees,  or  PACs,  must  be  drastically 
reduced.  The  limit  on  a  single  PAC  contribu¬ 
tion  must  be  lowered,  and  a  new  limit  set  on 
the  total  amount  a  candidate  can  accept  from 
all  PACs  combined.  The  size  of  contributions  by 
individual  persons  should  also  be  reduced. 

•  Ban  on  **soft  money.**  Indirect  contributions  in 

excess  of  federal  limits  are  often  channeled 
through  state  parties  to  disguise  their  source. 
This  deceptive  practice  is  growing,  and  it  needs 
to  be  stopped  entirely. 

Despite  fine  campaign  oratory  in  favor  of  reform, 
too  many  members  of  Congress  are  backing  away 
from  serious  legislation  that  would  make  it  real. 

As  we  go  to  press,  the  bill  S.  3  is  pending  in  the 
Senate;  it  is  identical  to  the  bill  passed  in  the  last 
Congress  and  vetoed  by  President  Bush.  House 
committees  have  not  yet  acted.  Calls  and  letters 
to  all  members 
of  Congress, 
advocating  the 
four  elements 
described 
above,  are 
urgently 
needed.  The 
integrity  of  our 
electoral  system 
is  at  stake. 
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Quakers  Come  to  Capital  to  Lobby  on  Mideast  Issues 


Grassroots  activists  with  a  long  history  in  Quaker 
advocacy  for  Middle  East  peace  came  to  Washing¬ 
ton  in  mid-April  for  two  days  of  lobbying.  The 
program,  jointly  coordinated  by  American  Friends 
Service  Committee  and  Friends  Committee  on 
National  Legislation,  included  lobby  visits  to 
members  of  Congress  and  State  Department  ofh- 
cials,  as  well  as  a  vigil  on  the  steps  of  the  Capitol 
Building.  Members  of  the  lobbying  delegations, 
who  represented  seventeen  states  and  the  District 
of  Columbia,  focused  on  four  areas  of  concern. 

Middle  East  Peace  Process.  As  Friends  gath¬ 
ered  in  Washington,  it  was  still  uncertain  whether 
the  Middle  East  peace  process  would  continue.  It 
was  clear  that  the  Clinton  administration  would 
need  to  act  to  get  the  process  going  and  to  assume 
the  role  of  an  honest  broker  to  all  parties.  Because 
the  role  of  Congress  is  limited  in  foreign  policy 
matters.  Friends  conveyed  to  representatives, 
senators,  and  their  aides  a  specific  message:  (1) 
support  the  Clinton  administration  in  its  effort  to 
be  a  “full  partner”  in  the  peace  process,  (2)  refrain 
from  action  on  congressional  resolutions  that  might 
interfere  with  the  negotiations,  and  (3)  maintain  a 
concern  for  the  legitimacy  and  accountability  of  all 
negotiators  to  their  own  people. 

Militarization  of  the  Middle  East.  Since  the 
Gulf  War  ended,  the  announced  U.S.  policy  has 
favored  Middle  East  arms  control.  Actions,  how¬ 
ever,  have  told  another  story.  From  the  war’s  end 
through  December  1992,  the  U.S.  alone  sold  $26.8 
billion  worth  of  weapons  to  countries  in  the  Middle 
East.  In  meetings  with  administration  officials 
and  members  of  Congress,  Friends  advocated  the 
following:  (1)  hold  full-scale  congressional  hearings 
on  U.S.  arms  export  policy,  (2)  promote  economic 
conversion,  (3)  increase  access  to  information  about 
U.S.  arms  export  transactions,  and  (4)  reinvigorate 
arms  control  discussions  among  the  permanent  five 
members  of  the  UN  Security  Council. 

Human  Rights  in  the  Middle  East.  Legislative 
“handles”  for  human  rights  issues  are  infrequent. 
Nevertheless,  Friends  are  deeply  concerned  about 
the  patterns  of  human  rights  abuses  in  the  Middle 
East,  and  felt  led  to  raise  these  concerns  when 
meeting  with  members  of  Congress:  (1)  the  mis¬ 


treatment  of  foreign,  female  domestic  workers  by 
Kuwaiti  employers,  (2)  the  harsh  crack-down  on 
Islamic  groups  and  political  parties  in  Algeria, 
Tunisia,  and  Egypt,  (3)  the  suffering  of  innocents  in 
the  civil  weu*  in  Sudan,  and  (4)  the  intense  suppres¬ 
sion  of  the  Palestinians  living  under  Israeli  mili¬ 
tary  occupation. 

Sanctions  on  Iraq.  Last  year  thirteen  Friends’ 
organizations  from  around  the  world  issued  a  joint 
statement  calling  for  the  lifting  of  all  non-military 
sanctions  against  Iraq.  Friends  stated  then,  and 
see  even  now,  that  the  sanctions  have  not  brought 
compliance  from  the  government  of  Iraq  but  con¬ 
tinue  to  cause  great  suffering  to  the  people. 

Friends  delivered  Sanctions  &  Suffering:  A  Quaker 
Appeal  for  the  People  of  Iraq  to  members  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Nearly  100  members  of  Congress  and  State  Depart¬ 
ment  officials  were  visited  by  the  fifty-two  Quaker 
lobbyists  who  came  to  Washington  in  April.  The 
citizen  lobbyists  prepared  themselves  well  by 
reading  extensive  background  materials,  attending 
briefing  sessions,  participating  in  training  on  how 
to  lobby,  and  planning  the  visits  with  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  their  lobbying  delegation.  Now  that  they 
have  returned  home,  the  lobbying  continues  with 
letters,  telephone  calls,  and  yet  more  visits  when 
members  return  to  home  offices. 


LOOKING  BACK..,, 

The  elusive  goal  of  Middle  East  peace  has 
challenged  FCNL  for  years.  After  the  1967 
Six-Day  War,  the  FCNL  Newsletter  advocated 
expanded  aid  for  Arab  refugees;  more  UN 
development  aid  to  the  whole  region;  an  em¬ 
bargo  on  arms  shipments  to  Arab  countries 
and  Israel,  whether  from  East  or  West;  a 
stronger  UN  presence  along  Arab-Israeli 
borders;  and  mutual  recognition  of  territorial 
integrity.  Today,  some  26  years  later,  as  we 
face  many  of  the  same  problems  in  the  Middle 
East,  FCNL  continues  to  advocate  similar 
peace-oriented  solutions. 

....Glimpses  fh>m  50  years  of  FCNL  history. 
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Let*s  Get  Serious  About  Military  Spending  Cuts 


At  a  March  27  press  conference,  Secretary  of 
Defense  Les  Aspin  remarked  that  the  Pentagon  is 
“treading  water”  this  year  on  funding  procurement, 
research,  and  development  until  a  full  analysis  of 
all  weapons  and  forces  is  completed  later  in  the 
year.  This  seems  to  indicate  that  the  Pentagon 
plans  no  further  reductions  or  cuts  in  weapons 
programs.  Unfortunately,  this  means  that  sizable 
funding  may  continue  for  programs  such  as  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  or  “Star  Wars”  ($2.8 
billion),  B-2  bomber  ($1.7  billion),  and  Trident  II 
missile  ($1.2  billion). 

Members  of  Congress  are  just  beginning  the  pro¬ 
cess  of  authorizing  and  allocating  military  funds. 
This  is  a  key  time  for  people  across  the  country  to 
express  their  views  about  military  spending  to 
senators  and  representatives,  especially  those  who 
serve  on  the  military  authorization  and  appropria¬ 
tions  committees  (see  FCNL’s  Congressional  Direc¬ 
tory  for  committee  lists). 


FCNL  advocates  dramatic  reductions  in  military 
spending.  Members  of  (Dongress  need  to  identify 
specific  reductions  that  they  can  support.  We  urge 
members  to  advocate  amendments  that: 

•  cut  the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative: 

freeze  it  at  last  year’s  funding  level,  or,  prefer¬ 
ably,  make  a  moderate  to  deep  cut. 

•  cut  the  covert  operations  and  intelligence 

budget. 

•  significantly  reduce  the  military  budget  as  a 

whole;  direct  the  savings  to  economic  conver¬ 
sion  and  deficit  reduction. 

•  cut  major  weapons  systems. 

Among  those  possible  are  the  F-22  fighter 
adrcraft,  D-5  missile,  C-17  cargo  plane.  Trident 
II  missile,  and  DDG-51  destroyer. 

•  withdraw  U.S.  forces  and  militaiy  installations 

abroad. 


Protecting  Religious  Freedom 


On  March  11, 1993,  legislation  was  introduced  in 
the  House  and  Senate  to  restore  First  Amendment 
protections  for  religious  freedom.  The  Religious 
Freedom  Restoration  Act  (RFRA),  S.  578  and  H.R. 
1308,  sponsored  in  the  Senate  by  Sens.  Kennedy 
MA  and  Hatch  UT,  and  in  the  House  by  Reps. 
Schumer  NY  and  Cox  CA,  would  reinstate  the 
“compelling  interest”  standard  abandoned  by  the 
Supreme  Court  in  its  1990  Oregon  v.  Smith  deci¬ 
sion.  As  a  result  of  that  decision,  any  government 
body  may  adopt  and  enforce  any  “religiously  neu¬ 
tral”  law,  without  considering  its  impact  on 
anyone’s  free  exercise  of  religion. 

The  bill  is  supported  by  the  Coalition  for  the  Free 
Exercise  of  Religion,  comprising  a  diverse  range  of 
religious  groups.  In  early  March,  the  Catholic 
Conference  of  Bishops  added  their  support  to  the 
RFRA,  placing  it  on  a  very  “fast  track.” 

The  House  Judiciary  Committee  unanimously 
passed  RFRA  on  March  24.  A  vote  on  the  House 


floor  has  not  yet  been  scheduled.  The  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee  is  expected  to  address  the  bill 
in  early  May  before  sending  it  to  the  Senate  floor 
for  a  vote.  Both  President  Clinton  and  Attorney 
General  Janet  Reno  support  RFRA.  Since  the 
Smith  decision,  FCNL  has  featured  many  articles 
on  RFRA.  FCNL  will  continue  to  lo  so  because 
RFRA’s  importance  has  increased  with  time. 

A  separate  bill,  which  would  amend  the  American 
Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  (AIRFA)  of  1978,  is 
expected  to  be  introduced  by  Sen.  Inouye  HI  in  late 
spring.  The  AIRFA  of  1993  would  protect  the 
specihc  rights  of  Native  American  religious  practi¬ 
tioners,  including  protection  of  sacred  sites,  allow¬ 
ing  the  sacramental  use  of  peyote,  guaranteeing 
the  rights  of  Native  American  prisoners,  and 
reforming  the  process  which  grants  permits  for  the 
possession  of  eagle  feathers.  Rep.  Richardson  NM 
is  expected  to  introduce  a  similar  bill  in  the  House 
at  a  later  date. 
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United  Nations  Peacekeeping 


In  recent  years,  United  Nations  peacekeeping  activ¬ 
ity  has  increased  dramatically.  Fourteen  peacekeep¬ 
ing  operations  have  been  launched  in  the  last  five 
years,  more  than  the  total  number  of  missions  in  the 
previous  forty  years.  Several  of  these  new  missions 
involve  highly  ambitious,  large-scale  operations 
combining  traditional  peacekeeping  actions  with  law 
enforcement,  administration,  disarmament  and 
troop  demobilization,  election  monitoring,  technical 
assistance,  and  humanitarian  relief. 

History 

The  first  UN  peacekeeping  operation  began  in  1948, 
when  the  United  Nations  Security  Council  sent  a 
small  group  of  unarmed  observers  to  Jerusalem  to 
monitor  the  Arab-Israeli  truce.  Since  then,  the  UN 
has  engaged  in  26  more  peacekeeping  missions. 
Thirteen  of  these  operations  (including  that  first 
mission  in  Jerusalem)  are  currently  active  [see 
chart]. 

Traditionally,  these  operations  have  fallen  into  two 
broad  categories.  Observer  missions  are  generally 
unarmed  and  are  sent  to  areas  to  verify  truces  and 
observe  cease-fire  agreements.  Peacekeeping  forces 
are  lightly  armed  troops  sent,  with  the  permission  of 


all  parties  to  a  dispute,  into  zones  of  conflict  to  act 
as  a  buffer  between  belligerents. 

Financial  Crisis 

Additional  demands  for  expanded  peacekeeping 
services  are  being  placed  on  the  United  Nations, 
but  these  are  not  being  met  by  a  proportional 
increase  in  funding  by  member  nations.  As  of 
April  1,  1993,  member  states  owed  the  UN  more 
than  one  billion  U.S.  dollars  for  peacekeeping 
operations.  The  United  States*  share  of  these 
outstanding  payments  was  $320.8  million.  In 
addition,  the  U.S.  owes  $549  million  to  the  regular 
UN  administrative  budget,  making  it  the  UN’s 
largest  debtor  nation. 

Sharing  the  Costs  of  Peace 

Assessments  for  UN  peacekeeping  depend  on  each 
member  country’s  ability  to  pay.  The  current 
formula,  based  on  each  country’s  population  and 
gross  domestic  product,  calls  for  the  U.S.  to  con¬ 
tribute  roughly  30%  of  the  costs.  The  five  perma¬ 
nent  members  of  the  security  council — China,  Rus¬ 
sia,  France,  the  United  Kingdom,  and  the  United 
States — pay  the  majority  of  costs. 

(\y0nt,  on  p,  5) 
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UN  Peacekeeping  Troops  Currently  Dispatched 

(in  chronological  order) 


Mission 

Location 

Mission  began 

Personnel 

1 

UNTSO 

Middle  East 

June  1948 

259 

2 

UNMOGIP 

India-Pakistan 

Jan.  1949 

39 

3 

UNFICYP 

Cyprus 

Mar.  1964 

2,1971 

4 

UNDOF 

Golan  Heights 

June  1974 

1,120 

5 

UNIFIL 

Lebanon 

Mar.  1978 

5,643 

6 

UNIKOM 

Iraq-Kuwait 

Apr.  1991 

353 

7 

UNAVEM II 

Angola 

June  1991 

298 

8 

ONUSAL 

El  Salvador 

July  1991 

530 

9 

MINURSO 

Western  Sahara 

Sept.  1991 

332 

10 

UNPROFOR 

Ex-Yugoslavia 

Mar.  1992 

22,063 

11 

UNTAC 

Cambodia 

Mar.  1992 

18,901 

12 

UNOSOM 

Somalia 

Apr.  1992 

660a 

13 

ONUMOZ 

Mozambique 

Dec.  1992 

25 

^  Currently  decreasing 
^  Currently  increasing 

This  chart  was  created  with  information  provided  by  the  NY  Times  and  the  Congressional  Research  Service. 


(Cont.  from  p.  4) 


Compared  to  the  enormous  financial  burden  of  war, 
UN  peacekeeping  is  remarkably  cost-effective.  If 
fully  funded,  the  U.S.  share  of  all  UN  peacekeeping 
operations  in  1993  is  estimated  to  be  less  than  the 
cost  of  just  15  hours  of  Operation  Desert  Storm. 
Even  more  important,  peacekeeping  operations 
have  spared  countless  human  lives  by  averting 
armed  confrontations  and  maintaining  cease-fires. 
This  life-saving  work  earned  the  United  Nations 
peacekeeping  forces  the  Nobel  Peace  Prize  in  1988. 

Proposals  for  Change 

The  range  of  current  proposals  to  alter  the  UN 
peacekeeping  structure  and  to  increase  funding 
includes: 

•  expanding  the  number  of  permanent  seats  on 
the  UN  Security  Council,  which  has  control  over 
peacekeeping  operations,  to  include  nations  such  as 
Japan,  Germany,  Brazil,  Nigeria,  and  India; 

•  creating  a  standing  UN  “rapid  deployment  force” 
made  up  of  armed  troops  contributed  by  member 
states  and  placed  under  the  command  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  General; 

•  establishing  a  $1  billion  Peace  Endowment 
Fund,  with  proceeds  from  the  investment  of  its 


principal  used  to  cover  the  costs  of  peacekeeping 
operations; 

•  imposing  a  tax  on  arms  sales; 

•  instituting  a  specied  levy  on  international  air 
travel;  and 

•  charging  interest  on  unpaid  dues  from  member 
nations. 

One  UN  reform  proposal  that  is  currently  before 
Congress  is  H.R.  1598,  introduced  by  Rep.  Penny 
MN.  It  would  take  U.S.  contributions  to  UN  peace¬ 
keeping  accounts  out  of  the  defense  budget  instead 
of  the  foreign  operations  budget.  It  would  also 
recommend  that  one  percent  of  the  U.S.  military 
budget  go  towards  international  humanitarian 
activities  and  UN  peacekeeping. 

FCNL  supports  the  work  of  the  United  Nations  to 
maintain  peace,  to  avoid  conflicts  through  preven¬ 
tive  diplomacy,  and  to  craft  political  settlements 
through  peacemaking  efforts.  Because  the  role  of 
the  UN  should  be  to  prevent  wars  rather  than  to 
fight  them,  FCNL  opposes  the  creation  of  any  stand¬ 
ing  army  under  UN  command.  To  fully  sustain  the 
UN  and  support  its  vital  work,  member  states  must 
live  up  to  their  international  obligations  and  pay 
their  fair  share  of  the  costs  of  peacekeeping. 
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The  Line-Item  Veto:  Why  Does  It  Matter? 


The  line-item  veto  has  been  portrayed  by  its  sup¬ 
porters  as  the  key  to  forcing  fiscal  responsibility  on 
legislators.  It  has  also  been  touted  as  a  reform 
measure  by  eager  new  members  of  Congress. 
However,  there  is  little  convincing  evidence  that 
any  kind  of  a  line-item  veto  will  achieve  its  stated 
goals.  It  also  raises  serious  concerns  about  the 
balance  of  power  between  the  legislative  and  execu¬ 
tive  branches. 

What  Is  a  Line-Item  Veto?  Under  current  proce¬ 
dure,  the  President  can  either  sign  a  bill  into  law  or 
veto  it  and  send  it  back  to  the  Congress.  The  line- 
item  veto  would  enable  the  President  to  sign  an 
appropriations  bill  into  law,  while  at  the  same  time 
eliminating  specific  items  of  spending  from  it. 

Proponents  of  a  line-item  veto  assert  that  it  would 
enable  the  President  to  cut  out  wasteful  spending, 
or  “pork,”  hidden  in  large  spending  bills  by  congres¬ 
sional  appropriators  to  favor  their  districts. 

Opponents  of  the  line-item  veto  doubt  that  it 
would  significantly  reduce  spending.  They  also 
fear  that  it  would  shift  the  “power  of  the  purse” 
away  from  the  legislative  branch.  Many  believe 
this  proposed  shift  is  unconstitutional. 

Theories  vary  widely  about  how  much  line-item 
veto  power  can  be  given  to  a  president,  and 
whether  enacting  it  requires  a  constitutional 
amendment.  The  current  debate  in  Congress  is 
over  a  version  called  a  “modified  line-item  veto”  or 
“expedited  rescission.” 

This  proposal  requires  that  shortly  after  signing  a 
bill,  the  President  may  propose  a  package  of  rescis¬ 
sions  (spending  items  to  be  eliminated).  Within  a 
limited  time,  both  House  and  Senate  must  vote  on 
the  whole  package,  which  can  be  rejected  by  a 
majority  vote.  If  it  is  rejected,  the  originating 
appropriations  committee  may  submit  a  substitute 
package  of  rescissions  for  a  vote.  As  we  went  to 
press,  this  bill,  H.R.  1578,  had  been  placed  on  hold 
while  House  leaders  determined  a  date  for  a  vote. 

FCNL  has  always  supported  the  constitutional 
separation  of  powers  between  the  legislative  and 


executive  branches.  A  line-item  veto— modified  or 
enhanced — would  tend  to  concentrate  more  power  in 
the  executive  branch.  In  addition,  FCNL  is  not 
convinced  that  any  form  of  the  line-item  veto  would 
significantly  reduce  the  deficit  or  encourage  fiscal 
responsibility. 

Key  arguments  against  line-item  proposals  include: 

•  The  proposed  veto  applies  only  to  discretionary 
funds  (appropriations  bills) — the  only  type  of  spend¬ 
ing  currently  going  down.  It  would  not  affect 
mandatory  spending  (entitlements),  the  kind  that 
is  larger  and  growing  faster. 

•  It  has  been  documented  that  Congress  consis¬ 
tently  appropriates  less  than  the  President  re¬ 
quests.  Augmenting  executive  authority  may 
increase,  rather  than  reduce,  spending  in  the 
budget  areas  affected. 

•  Studies  of  the  effects  of  the  line-item  veto  on 
state  budgets  show  that  it  usually  results  in  a  shift 
in  spending  priorities,  but  not  in  reduced  levels  of 
spending. 

Like  other  formulaic  cures  for  the  deficit,  such  as 
the  balanced  budget  amendment,  the  line-item  veto 
has  been  portrayed  as  a  “reform”  measure.  We 
believe  that  this  is  an  evasion,  for  it  fails  to  address 
the  underlying  problems — controlling  mandatory 
spending,  promoting  fiscal  responsibility,  and 
fostering  economic  growth. 


Joel  Pett,  O  1993  Lexington  Herald  Leader 
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Anti-Death  Penalty  Action  Alert 


The  Death  Penalty  and  the  Supreme  Court. 

In  the  past  three  years,  the  Supreme  Court  has 
significantly  weakened  the  right  of  death  row 
prisoners  to  petition  for  a  habeas  corpus  review. 
This  review,  which  challenges  the  constitutionality 
of  a  conviction  and/or  sentence  under  the  due 
process  clause  of  the  Bill  of  Rights,  is  a  fundamen¬ 
tal  protection  against  unlawful  imprisonment  and 
punishment. 

In  a  recent  case,  Herrera  v.  Collins,  a  man  sen¬ 
tenced  to  death  was  denied  a  new  state  trial  under 
a  Texas  law  which  prohibits  the  introduction  of 
new  evidence  more  than  30  days  after  the  trial. 

The  Supreme  Court  ruled  that  as  long  as  all  proce¬ 
dural  and  due  prix^ess  requirements  were  met,  it 
was  not  unconstitutional  to  deny  the  review  of  new 
evidence  which  might  prove  the  innocence  of  a 
defendant.  In  addition,  federal  courts  were  not 
required  to  accept  a  habeas  corpus  petition  on 
factual,  rather  than  procedural,  grounds.  In  sum, 
the  Court  determined  that  it  is  currently  consti¬ 
tutional  to  execute  an  innocent  person  under 
the  Eighth  Amendment.  Although  the  Supreme 
Court  maintained  that  executive  clemency  may  be 
granted  for  inncx^nt  prisoners,  this  is  a  political 
and  uncertain  procedure  which  can  not  be  relied 
upon  to  halt  an  irrev(x:able  punishment. 

Senator  Metzenbaum  OH  recently  introduced  a 
bill,  S.  221,  which  would  allow  a  person  sentenced 
to  death  under  state  or  federal  statutes  to  seek 
judicial  review  (and  a  stay  of  execution)  if  new 
evidence  is  found  showing  he  or  she  is  probably 


inn(x:ent.  The  application  for  review  could  be 
dismissed  only  if  the  evidence:  (1)  could  have 
reasonably  been  discovered  in  time  for  the  first 
trial  or  (2)  would  not  establish  probable  innocence 
if  proven. 

Anti-Crime  Legislation.  President  Clinton,  who 
supported  the  death  penalty  as  Governor  of  Arkan¬ 
sas,  has  indicated  that  he  will  release  his  anti¬ 
crime  package  in  late  May.  It  is  likely  that  his 
proposals  will  be  veiy  similar  to  the  anti-crime 
legislation  that  failed  to  pass  in  the  last  Congress. 
The  final  version  of  last  year’s  bill  (H.  Kept.  102- 
378)  would  have  expanded  the  federal  death  pen¬ 
alty  to  50  more  crimes  and  would  have  limited 
death  row  prisoners’  right  to  habeas  corpus. 

ACTION:  Write  to  President  Clinton,  Attorney 
General  Janet  Reno,  and  your  members  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  communicate  your  reasons  for  opposing 
the  death  penalty. 

Urge  your  senators  to  support  S.  221  as  a  necessary 
protection  against  the  execution  of  an  innocent 
person. 

Urge  both  senators  and  your  representative  to:  (1) 
oppose  any  expansion  of  the  federal  death  penalty 
as  an  immoral  and  ineffective  approach  to  crime 
control;  (2)  direct  limited  resources  toward  effective 
crime  prevention  strategies,  including  education, 
employment,  and  rehabilitation  programs;  (3) 
address  the  underlying  causes  of  crime  in  our 
society,  such  as  poverty,  through  fully  funded  social 
programs. 
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